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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 2-1 1 -201 0 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

2. Applicant's representative [hereinafter applicant] arguments that "Cedervall et al., 
in response to a request for location-based services, the location-based service, itself, 
not "information regarding services," as claimed, is provided"; first, it is noted that the 
claim does limit the term "information regarding services", which may include any 
information concerned, related to the service including the service itself [even providing 
the information to the user may be equated to a service], and second, Cedervall does 
disclose providing information about other services (see par. 0069-0070). Therefore, a 
prima facie case of obviousness has been established. 

3. Applicant also asserts that Murray does not describe either "area event 
notification" or receiving an area notification request from a client"; according to the 
claim the area event notification have two requirements an identity and a geographical 
area or location, and Murray discloses both [see col. 7, lines 53-65; col. 10, lines 19- 
24]. Therefore, a prima facie case of obviousness has been established. 

4. As to applicant arguments that there is no reason to modify Murray by including 
activation of a monitoring function at the mobile station since this would render Murray 
unsuitable for its intended purpose of using an application server for processing the 
event data and current location of a mobile device; controlling the activation of the 
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monitoring from the mobile station in no way would render Murray unsuitable for its 
intended purpose, it would work exactly the same way with the mobile station indicating 
the status to the application server as taught by Wilson in col. 19, lines 16-26. 

5. Regarding applicant argument that there is no reason to place to control the 
activation of the monitoring at the mobile device, is clearly obvious from the motivation 
given that by the user turning on the system can receive the location based services 
such as locating friends and coordinating meeting and turning it off to have privacy, 
even Wilson disclose this in col. 19, lines 16-26. 

6. Applicant asserts "Wilson et al. does not disclose "wherein the monitoring is 
activated at the mobile station," as it is alleged to disclose", in step 102 of Wilson the 
monitoring is activated, also Wilson in col. 19, lines 16-26 discloses turning off/on the 
monitoring from the user GUI perspective. 

7. As to applicant arguments directed that there is no incentive to the skilled artisan 
to modify the Murray/Cedervall with Havinis, all there mentioned references are 
analogous directed to the same field of endeavor of providing location based services, 
thereby being properly combinable. Also, applicant asserts that there is no disclose or 
suggestion in Havinis of basing the monitoring on the identity of at least on cell; Havinis 
clearly discloses monitoring of the mobile devices per cell id (Column 5, Lines 46- 50 
and Column 2, Lines 42-46). 

8. Applicant asserts " While the Examiner asserted that col. 3, lines 42-60, of 
Miriyala et al. discloses this feature, there is nothing therein relative to defining an area 
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of interest "by means of a shape of the area,"; Miraya does disclose in the cited section 
defining an area of interest by means of a shape of the area as seen in fig. 1 . 

9. Applicant asserts that Nakagawa does discuss a "location confirming system," 
but there is nothing therein relative to "confirming the location of the mobile station 
responsive to the signaling location, to ensure the location corresponds to the area of 
interest," as claimed; as mentioned by applicant Nakagawa does discuss a location 
confirming system and the limitation of "to ensure the location corresponds to the area 
of interest" is the outcome of using the location confirming system, therefore if a location 
confirming system is being used is to confirm that the location is in a specific area [note: 
a previous value/location/area is needed in order to confirm]. Applicant comments "The 
Examiner's rationale for combining Nakagawa with Murray and Cedervall et al., 
explained at page 8 of the Office Action, is "to minimize errors." This general rationale is 
so thin as to constitute no rationale at all, and clearly does not rise to the standard of 
"articulated reasoning with some rational underpinnings" required in KSR", the teaching 
of confirming data is so basic to one of the ordinary skills in the art would immediately 
understand it, the definition of "confirm" according the Princeton dictionary is "additional 
proof that something that was believed (some fact or hypothesis or theory) is correct; as 
shown by the dictionary, one of the ordinary skills in the art that knows the definition of 
confirmation would immediately understand that adding this teaching is to make sure 
that the data is correct, because wants to avoid or minimize errors with incorrect data. 

1 0. The rest of arguments they fall for the same reasons as shown above. The 
rejection of record stands. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

1 3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 



prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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14. Claims 1,4-6, 9-14, 16 and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Murray 6484033 in view of Cedervall 20040203900. 

As to claim 1, Murray discloses a method comprising: receiving an area event 
notification request from a client [32] at a location service entity provided in association 
with the communication system [see col. 10, lines 19-30], the area event notification 
request containing information associated with the identity of a mobile station and a 
geographical area of interest [see col. 7, lines 53-65; col. 10, lines 19-24]; activating 
monitoring for an event indicative of a change in the presence status of the mobile 
station relative to said geographical area of interest; and signaling a notification to the 
client in response to detection of such event [see col. 10, lines 24-47; 59-65]. Murray 
does not specifically disclose providing information regarding services to the mobile 
station in response to a notification that the mobile station is present in the geographical 
area of interest. In an analogous art, Cedervall discloses providing information 
regarding services to the mobile station in response to a notification that the mobile 
station is present in the geographical area of interest (see par. 0022, 0024, 0051 , 0069). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skills in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to offer services based on location as suggested in par. 1 5, 
thereby increasing user satisfaction and increasing profits. 

As to claims 4-6, Murray discloses a method wherein the monitoring is based on 
at least one location/routing/service area determined based on said information of the 
area of interest [see col. 11, lines 1-43; col. 12, line 56 - col. 13, line 35]. 
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As to claims 9-10, Murray discloses method comprising cancelling the request for 
area event notifications, after the signaling notification step [col. 2, lines 1-17]. 

As to claims 1 1 , Murray discloses a method wherein said signaling notification is 
responsive to detection of said event over a predetermined time period [col. 4, lines 45- 
59]. 

As to claims 12, Murray discloses a method wherein successive signaling within 
a predetermined time period is limited [col. 4, lines 45-59]. 

As to claims 13, Murray discloses a method according wherein an LCS client 
defines the predetermined time period such that successive signaling is limited [col. 4, 
lines 45-59]. 

As to claims 14, Murray discloses a method wherein a network operator defines 
the predetermined time period such that successive signaling is limited [col. 4, lines 45- 
59]. 

As to claims 16, Murray discloses a method wherein the step of receiving an area 
event notification request is responsive to a location update [see col. 4, lines 60 - col. 5, 
line 43]. 

As to claim 18, Murray discloses an apparatus, comprising: a location service 
entity [76] configured to receive an area event notification request from a client [32] 
containing information associated with the identity of a target mobile station and a 
geographical area of interest [see col. 7, lines 53-65]; col. 10, lines 19-24]; a monitoring 
configured to monitor, in response to receiving said request, for an event indicative of a 
change in the presence status of the target mobile station relative to said geographical 
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area of interest and for signal a notification to the client in response to detection of such 
event [see col. 10, lines 24-47; 59-65]. Murray does not specifically disclose providing 
information regarding services to the mobile station in response to a notification that the 
mobile station is present in the geographical area of interest. In an analogous art, 
Cedervall discloses providing information regarding services to the mobile station in 
response to a notification that the mobile station is present in the geographical area of 
interest (see par. 0022, 0024, 0051 ). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
the ordinary skills in the art at the time of the invention was made to offer services 
based on location as suggested in par. 15, thereby increasing user satisfaction and 
increasing profits. 

As to claim 19, Murray discloses an apparatus wherein the monitoring entity 
provided in association with the target mobile station [see col. 4, lines 34-45]. 
15. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murray in 
view of Cedervall and further in view of Wilson 7203502. 

As to claim 2, Murray discloses everything as explained above except for a 
method wherein the monitoring is activated at the mobile station. In an analogous art, 
Wilson discloses a method wherein the monitoring is activated at the mobile station [see 
fig. 1b, first step, with item 102]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the 
ordinary skills in the art at the time of the invention to combine these teachings to 
provide location based services to the phone such as locating individuals and 
coordinating meetings. 
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16. Claims 3, 15 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Murray in view of Cedervall and further in view of Havinis 6169899. 

As to claims 3, 15 and 20, Murray discloses everything as explained above 
except for method wherein the monitoring is based on the identity of at least one cell of 
the communication system selected based on said information of the area of interest. 
Havinis et al further teaches wherein the monitoring is based on the identity of at least 
one cell of the communication system selected based on said information of the area of 
interest and area of interest is taken into consideration in cell selection. (Column 5, 
Lines 46- 50 and Column 2, Lines 42-46). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of the ordinary skills in the art at the time of the invention to combine these teachings to 
provide location based services to the phone such as locating individuals in a desired 
area. 

17. Claims 7-8 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Murray in view of Cedervall and further in view Miriyala 70241 95. 

As to claim 8, Murray discloses everything as explained above except for a 
method wherein the request contains further information regarding the event to 
reported, the further information defining whether entering or leaving of the area of 
interest shall be reported. In an analogous art, Miriyala discloses a method wherein the 
request contains further information regarding the event to reported, the further 
information defining whether entering the area of interest shall be reported [see col. 3, 
lines 42-60]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skills in the 
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art at the time of the invention to combine these teachings to send advertisement when 
entering in certain area. 

As to claims 7 and 21 , Murray discloses everything as explained above except 
for, wherein the area of interest is defined by means of the shape thereof. In an 
analogous art, Miriyala discloses wherein the area of interest is defined by means of the 
shape [size] [see col. 3, lines 42-60]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
the ordinary skills in the art at the time of the invention to combine these teachings to 
send advertisement when entering in certain area. 

18. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murray 
in view of Cedervall and further in view of Nakagawa 5621414. 

As to claim 17, Murray discloses everything as explained above except for a 
method according further comprising confirming the location of the mobile station 
responsive to the signaling location, to ensure the location corresponds to the area of 
interest. In an analogous art, Nakagawa discloses confirming the location of the mobile 
station responsive to the signaling location, to ensure the location corresponds to the 
area of interest [see col. 1 , lines 7-18]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
the ordinary skills in the art at the time of the invention to combine these teachings to 
minimize errors. 

Conclusion 

19. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MARCOS L. TORRES whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7926. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30 am - 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on 571-252-7495. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/529,697 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2617 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/George Eng/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 

/Marcos L Torres/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



